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Abstract: The Israeli-Palestinian conflict remains one of the complex issues of our time that no one 
knows how and when it will end. For over 70 years, Israel and the stateless Palestinians have 
infrequently clashed over the land from the Jordan River to the Mediterranean Sea in the Middle 
Eastern region. Both the Jewish and Palestinian peoples claim the disputed land, called ‘Palestine’, 
to be their homeland. Hence, several erudite scholars, foreign governments and intergovernmental 
organisations have for decades been searching for a pragmatic and acceptable political solution to 
the protracted armed conflict that ensued. For long, the traditional two-state solution has been 
propagated in the international community. But in recent years, a ‘realistic’ one-state solution is 
being considered in some quarters as an alternative to what some now see as an ‘impractical’ two-
state solution. This paper, hinged on the triangulated theories – Constructivism and Pacifism, 
critically examines the one and two-state solutions with a focus on the pros and cons. For the study, 
the historical approach was adopted, and data were gotten from secondary sources. The paper 
concludes that the solution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is neither the two nor one-state 
proposal. Evidently, the realities on ground in Palestine have rendered the two-state paradigm an 
illusion while the one-state model eliminates the core aspiration of the Israelis and Palestinians.  
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Palestine, the land between the Jordan River and the 
Mediterranean Sea in the Middle East, has for more 
than 70 years been the primary reason behind 
intermittent armed conflict between the State of Israel 
and the stateless Palestinians. Years after the 
controversial McMahon-Hussein Correspondence 
(1915) and surreptitious Sykes-Picot Agreement 
(1916), Palestine became a mandated territory of Great 
Britain on the 24th of July, 1922 (see Ogunnoiki, 2018, 
p. 55). No sooner had the League of Nations approved 
Great Britain’s mandate than many Jews began to 
migrate to Palestine, their claimed homeland inhabited 
by Palestinian Arabs. The Palestinian Arabs unrest 
that broke out in 1936 led to the setting up of the Peel 
Commission which in its report on the 7th of July, 
1937, suggested that Palestine be split into two – one 
for the Jews and the other for the Palestinian Arabs (Al 
Jazeera, 2013). 
Less than six months after the United Nations General 
Assembly (hereafter UNGA) adopted Resolution 181 
on the 29th of November, 1947, which stated that 
Palestine be partitioned into two for the founding of 
the Israeli and Palestinian States, the State of Israel 
was proclaimed on the 14th of May 1948. 
Unsurprisingly, her Arab neighbours did not recognise 
Israel as a sovereign state on a sizeable portion of 
Palestine. Hence, the Arab-Israeli War broke out same 
month of May, 1948. Since the said war ended in 1949, 
Israel (which controlled 78% of the land) has not 
normalised relations with all her Arab neighbours. 
Needless to say at this juncture are the two Palestinian 
uprisings the Israeli State experienced – First Intifada 
(1987-1993), and Second or Al-Aqsa Intifada (2000-
2005) as well as the destructive Israel-Gaza conflicts 
(2008-2009, 2012, 2014, and 2021).  
Over the years, the infrequent Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict has made some eggheads, world powers and 
international organisations (hereafter IOs) think in and 
outside the box vis-à-vis finding a comprehensive and 
lasting political solution to the ‘Question of Palestine’ 
(i.e. the historical and competing claims of two 
peoples – the Jews and the Palestinian Arabs to one 
disputed land – Palestine). Presently, only two out of 
a number of proposals circulated and promoted in the 
international community stand out – the one and two-
state solutions.  
The objective of this paper is to thoroughly examine 
the traditional two-state solution and the relatively 
recent alternative – the one-state solution with a focus 
on the pros and cons. To achieve this goal, the paper 
has been compartmentalised into the following sub-
headings: research methodology, statement of 
problem, theoretical framework, the peace process to 
Israeli-Palestinian conflict, Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict: a one and two-state solution? Lastly 
conclusion. 
Research Methodology  
Of the two research methods – i) qualitative method, 
and ii) quantitative method, the former was adopted 
for this study. Simply put, the qualitative method is the 
gathering and analysis of non-numerical data. The 
following therefore are the major secondary sources of 
data used in this study: literatures, journal articles, 
online news and articles. 
Statement of Problem  
There are five sticking points to a negotiated peace 
deal that will end the protracted Israeli-Palestinian 
Conflict. In the paragraphs after this, each of these 
thorny issues will be briefly discussed. 




The first of the five issues is the national border of 
Israel. After the Arab-Israeli war ended in 1949, the 
Palestinians were left with only 22% of the disputed 
land. Now, they have limited autonomy over an even 
smaller fraction of that (Holmes, 2019). The 
Palestinians are demanding that Israel return to the 
1949 Armistice Line (also known as the ‘Green Line’) 
that defined the border of Israel before the outbreak of 
the Six-Day War (1967). But Israel has refused to do 
the bidding of the Palestinians, saying the said 
ceasefire line is militarily indefensible and was never 
intended to be permanent (BBC News, 2020). Over the 
years, Israel has pursued expansionism that has given 
it territorial control over several parts of the occupied 
West Bank and East Jerusalem. This brings us to the 
second problem which is the Israeli settlements 
building in the said areas.  
Since 1967, Israel has built more than 200 settlements 
in the occupied West Bank and East Jerusalem, which 
now has a total population of more than 600,000 Israeli 
settlers (Mohamed, 2018; BBC News, 2020; Shahwan, 
2020). By increasingly constructing these settlements 
and encouraging its civilian population to dwell 
therein, Israel is not only violating international law 
(Article 49, Fourth Geneva Convention, 1949) but is 
gradually reducing the enclaves the Palestinians hope 
to found a viable state on in the nearest future 
(Shahwan, 2020). 
Thirdly is the security of Israel. The threats to the 
Jewish State security have been a major concern of 
Israel’s successive governments, IOs, and of course, 
the United States (hereafter U.S.). It is no longer news 
that prior to the year 2020, a number of countries in 
the Middle Eastern region did not recognise Israel’s 
right to exist as a full-fledged state. Hence, Israel for 
decades has come under existential threats from the 
government of some of these countries or armed 
groups operating within the ambit of their territory e.g. 
Iran, and the militant group, Hezbollah, in Lebanon. 
Some Palestinians also pose as immediate or imminent 
threats to Israel’s security. In the Gaza Strip, the Iran-
backed militant group, Hamas, is hell-bent on 
destroying the Jewish State. Thus for its safety, an 
independent Palestinian State, if created eventually, 
will be demilitarised, meaning that Israel will be in 
charge of the security of the West Bank if not all of 
Palestinian territory. That an independent Palestinian 
State will not have its own armed forces like most 
sovereign states around the world, is still up for debate. 
The fourth issue is the status of Jerusalem. The Middle 
Eastern region is known to be the birthplace and 
spiritual centre of three monotheistic religions in the 
world. These religions are none other than – 
Christianity, Judaism and Islam (Stivanchtis, 2018). In 
Jerusalem, one or two of the sacred sites of the 
aforementioned religions can be found. These holy 
sites are: Church of the Holy Sepulchre (where the 
only begotten Son of God, Jesus Christ, was crucified, 
buried and resurrected), the Western Wall  (believed 
by the Jews to be the spot closest to the Holy of Holies 
inner sanctuary of the Tabernacle where the Ark of 
God was placed), and the Al-Aqsa Mosque (the third 
holiest site in Islam where Prophet Muhammad 
(SAW) is believed to have arrived the night he 
ascended to heaven) (The Times Israel, 2018). Israel 
claims the holy city to be its capital while the 
Palestinians only lay claim to part of it i.e. East 
Jerusalem as the seat of government when they attain 
statehood. This problem of whether Jerusalem should 
be shared or left undivided still lingers despite former 
U.S president, Donald Trump, recognition of 
Jerusalem as solely the capital of Israel in the 
December of 2017.  




Finally, yet importantly, is the “right of return” of 
Palestinian refugees. Following the declaration of 
Israel’s independence on May 14, 1948, about 750,000 
Palestinians fled or were expelled from their homes by 
Israeli forces, an event the Arabs call al-Nakba 
(meaning: ‘the Catastrophe’). Presently, there are 
around 5 million Palestinians recognised as refugees 
by the United Nations (hereafter UN). Most of them 
who live in host countries namely: Jordan, Syria, and 
Lebanon are not allowed to return to their homes by 
Israel. Israel says it cannot allow 5 million refugees to 
return because this would overwhelm the country of 
8.5 million and mean the end of its existence as a 
Jewish State (BBC News, 2018; BBC News, 2020). 
Theoretical Framework 
 In this paper, Constructivism and Pacifism shall be 
our analytical tools. According to Goldstein and 
Pevehouse (2010), Constructivist explanations draw 
heavily from the ‘identity principle’, and focus on how 
actors define their national interests, threats, and 
relations with one another. As Onuf (1989) opined, 
social reality is what people construct or constitute. 
Being that actions are socially constructed, what we 
define as national interests come to the fore owing to 
the social identities of the actors (Wendt, 1994). Such 
interests and identities are in constant flux in what are 
termed intersubjective systemic structures (Dougherty 
and Pflatzgraff, 2001), which consist of what Wendt 
(1994) calls shared understandings, expectations, and 
social knowledge. 
 
For the Jews, Palestine is so significant in their 
historical make up, because it is the land Father 
Abraham migrated to, and where his descendants 
established historical kingdoms. In addition, the Jews 
strongly believe that the Temple of Solomon was built, 
exactly where the Al-Aqsa Mosque is, in the holy city 
of Jerusalem or Al-Quds, as the Palestinians call it 
(Saleh, 2003). We can therefore assert that the raison 
d’être of Israeli-Palestinian conflict has to do with the 
identity principle as both the Israelis and Palestinians 
would do all it takes to protect their religious heritage, 
making it even more difficult to put an end to this 
malignant and never-ending armed conflict.  
Going by the above, the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, no 
doubt, is deeply rooted in ideational factors couched 
on religious rites, thereby making the disputants 
unwilling to relinquish any portion of the disputed 
land – Palestine. This over the years has led to 
intermittent bloodbath, especially on the Palestinian 
side. It is therefore important now than before, that 
effort at resolving peacefully the protracted conflict be 
doubled, hence, the term Pacifism. 
 
Coined from the Latin word ‘pax’, which connotes 
peace between states (see Alexandra, 2002, p. 3), 
““Pacifism” refers to a distinct ideological position in 
the history of religious, ethical, and political thought. 
The core feature of pacifism is the principled rejection 
of the use of physical violence in personal and political 
life.” (Howes, 2013, p. 428), and by extension, that 
participation in war or violence is morally 
unacceptable (Koontz, 2008).  
 
The very word ‘Islam’ connotes peace, and according 
to a tradition of the Prophet, ‘Peace is Islam’ (Al-
Bukhari). This means that peace is one of the 
prerequisites of Islam. In the same vein, a Hadith 
states: A Muslim is one from whose tongue and hands 
people are safe (Islam 101, 2015); little wonder, the 
Quran calls its way, “… The ways of peace …” 
(Quran: 5:16); and sees reconciliation as the best 
policy (4:128) as God abhors any disturbance of peace 




(2:205) (Zubair, 2016). In Christianity, Jesus Christ on 
the Sermon on the Mount made it known to the 
multitude in Matthew 5:9 that, “Blessed are the 
peacemakers: for they shall be called the children of 
God.” Furthermore, He urged them (the multitude) in 
Matthew 5:38-41, not to resist evil done unto them by 
others (see Holy Bible, King James Version (hereafter 
KJV)). 
Furthermore, Zampaglione (1973) and Hornus (1980) 
make us understand that, the early Christian thinkers 
from North Africa, such as Origen and Tertullian, 
were of the view that the ethic Christ described, 
disallows the act of violence to any person for any 
reason. In particular, they opposed self-defence by 
individuals, communities, or governments as a 
legitimate reason for violence. Rather, they suggested 
embracing martyrdom and articulated a view of 
conscientious objection to military service (as cited in 
Howes, 2013, p. 429). With the conversion of 
Constantine to Christianity, these views withered 
away, and the just war theories of Augustine and 
Thomas Aquinas, emerged. Pacifism was later revived 
in the radical Protestant theologies of the Anabaptist, 
Quaker, Mennonite, and Brethren communities 
(Howes, 2013, p. 429). 
The Peace Process to Israeli-Palestinian Conflict 
To resolve the protracted Israeli-Palestinian conflict, a 
peace process was initiated, involving world powers 
e.g. the U.S. as the ‘honest broker’, and IOs – UN and 
European Union (hereafter EU). The peace process 
began in the 1991 Madrid Conference in Spain. On 
September 13, 1993, President Bill Clinton of the U.S. 
witnessed alongside the Prime Minister of Israel, 
Yitzhak Rabin, and the Chairman of the Palestine 
Liberation Organisation (hereafter PLO), Yasser 
Arafat, the signing of the landmark Oslo I Accord 
(officially called Declaration of Principles (DOP)) that 
was covertly negotiated in Oslo, Norway. Mahmoud 
Abbas (otherwise known as Abu Mazen) of the PLO 
(the legitimate representative of the Palestinian 
people) and the Foreign Minister of Israel, Shimon 
Peres, signed the accord in Washington D.C. 
Following the signing ceremony of Oslo II Accord in 
Taba, Egypt, on September 24, 1995, Clinton was 
present at the second signing of the Interim Agreement 
by Yasser Arafat and Yitzhak Rabin on September 28 
in Washington D.C. (Ogunnoiki, 2018; CNN, 2020).  
Based on the Oslo Accords, the occupied West Bank 
was divided into three areas: Area A, B, and C. The 
interim government – Palestinian National Authority 
(PNA) (popularly known as the Palestinian Authority 
(hereafter PA)) has administrative and internal 
security control over Area A. In Area B, it exercises 
administrative control while Israel is in charge of 
external security, like in Area A. But in Area C (which 
is more than 60% of the West Bank), Israel has both 
administrative and security control (see Anera, n.d.; Al 
Jazeera, 2019b).   
From July 11 to 25, 2000, President Clinton met with 
the PA Chairman, Yasser Arafat, and Prime Minister 
Ehud Barak of Israel at Camp David, U.S.A, with the 
hope that a final status agreement will be reached. But 
the summit ended without a negotiated agreement 
(CNN, 2020). Two years after, during President 
George W. Bush Jnr administration, the U.S., Russia, 
the UN and EU formed what is called ‘the Quartet’. 
Succinctly, the Quartet’s mandate “is to help mediate 
Middle East peace negotiations and to support 
Palestinian economic development and institution 
building.” (The Quartet, n.d.)  
On September 23, 2011, President Mahmoud Abbas 
applied for Palestine membership of the UN. But on 




the 29th of November, 2012, Palestine was granted a 
“non-member observer state” status in the 
intergovernmental organisation. On December 23, 
2016, the United Nations Security Council (hereafter 
UNSC) adopted Resolution 2334 which called Israeli 
settlements in “Palestinian territories occupied since 
1967, including East Jerusalem”, illegal. The U.S., 
which abstained from the Resolution 2334 vote during 
Obama’s administration, later softened its position on 
Israel’s settlements building when President Trump’s 
Secretary of State, in person of Mr Mike Pompeo, 
stated on November 18, 2019, that the U.S. no longer 
sees Israeli civilian settlements in the West Bank to be 
completely inconsistent with international law. By 
making the announcement, the Trump administration 
reversed the 1978 State Department’s legal opinion on 
Israeli settlements (Al Jazeera, 2019a; Robinson, 
2020). 
 
On December 06, 2017, President Donald Trump of 
the U.S. made history when he abandoned the 
decades-long policy of America on the status of 
Jerusalem for a unilateral recognition of the Holy Land 
as the capital of Israel, and ordered that the U.S. 
Embassy be moved from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem. 
Reacting to his announcement, the PA severed its 
relations with the White House, and many Palestinians 
protested against the pro-Israel policy of the Trump 
administration in 2018 (Neuman and Kennedy, 2020). 
The PA’s action attracted punitive measures from 
President Trump whose government cut more than 
$200 million in aid to the United Nations Relief and 
Works Agency for Palestine (UNRWA), the UN 
agency caring for Palestinian refugees, and closed the 
PLO’s office in Washington (Liebermann, 2018; 
Silverstein, 2018; BBC News, 2020; Bulos and King, 
2020).  
 
With no Palestinian representative in attendance, 
President Trump, joined by Prime Minister Benjamin 
Netanyahu of Israel, unveiled his Middle East Peace 
Plan in the White House, which he hailed as “the deal 
of the century” on January 28, 2020. The long-awaited 
Peace Plan which was designed by Trump’s son-in-
law, Jared Kushner, addressed the thorny issues of 
Israeli settlements, Palestinian refugees, and the status 
of Jerusalem. The Palestinians, who were not part of 
the drafting of the deal, rejected the Plan as it 
unsurprisingly was in Israel’s favour (Bulos and King, 
2020). Months after the unveiling of Trump’s Middle 
East Peace Plan, Netanyahu announced his 
government plans to annex portions of the occupied 
West Bank on July 1, 2020. On the international plane, 
a number of foreign governments and IOs cautioned 
Israel not to execute the planned annexation, which did 
not happen on the aforementioned day. However, on 
January 11, 2021, exactly nine days to the 
inauguration of U.S. president-elect, Joe Biden, Prime 
Minister Netanyahu gave the green light for the 
construction of 800 settlements in occupied West 
Bank (Heller, 2021).  
 
Amid a possible eviction of a number of Palestinians 
from their homes in East Jerusalem, Israeli police 
officers and some Palestinian protesters clashed close 
to the Al-Aqsa Mosque, on May 07, 2021. To have 
escalated the tension was Hamas that fired several 
rockets from the Gaza Strip into Israel from May 10, 
2021, which killed at least 10 Israelis. As an act of self-
defence, Israel launched airstrikes in Gaza that not 
only leveled a high-rise building housing Al Jazeera, 
the Associated Press (AP) and other media outlets, but 
led to the death of over 200 Palestinians (VOA News, 
2021a; VOA News, 2021b). Though Israel-Hamas 
ceasefire, brokered by Egypt, took effect from May 21, 




2021, the recent violence is another setback to the 
fragile peace process to Israeli-Palestinian conflict. 
 
Israeli-Palestinian Conflict: A One and Two-State 
Solution? 
Over the years, several political solutions have been 
recommended for the peaceful resolution of the 
lingering Israeli-Palestinian conflict. At the moment, 
only the conventional two-state solution, and the 
‘realistic’ one-state solution are greatly considered in 
the international community.  
 
A number of foreign governments’ leaders, IOs and 
scholars alike are in agreement that the “only way to 
achieve enduring peace that meets Israeli security 
needs and Palestinian aspirations for statehood and 
sovereignty” is to adopt the two-state solution (Baker, 
2017). The brains behind the two-state solution 
envisage an independent Palestinian State living in 
peace and security alongside the nation-state, Israel 
(USA Today, 2017; Beauchamp, 2018; Maltz, 2019; 
The Week, 2019). To make this possible, the disputed 
land would be divided along the de facto Armistice 
Line of 1949 (also called the ‘Green Line’, ‘pre-1967 
border’ or ‘1967 border’), and Jerusalem, which both 
sides claim as their capital as a whole or a section of 
it, would be split in two (The Week, 2019). 
 
The plan for Israel to coexist with a newly formed 
Palestinian State dates back to “the 1937 Peel 
Commission, which recommended [the] partition of 
what was then British Mandatory Palestine to stop 
Arab-Jewish violence.” (Teibel, 2020). Directly or 
indirectly linked to the aforementioned 
recommendation are the following resolutions: the 
1947 UNGA Resolution 181, “land for peace” formula 
of the UNSC Resolution 242 (adopted November 22, 
1967), UNSC Resolution 338 (adopted October 22, 
1973), UNSC Resolution 446 (adopted March 22, 
1979), UNSC Resolution 1397 (adopted on March 12, 
2002), UNSC Resolution 1515 (adopted on November 
19, 2003), and UNSC Resolution 2334 (adopted on 
December 23, 2016). In addition to these, the Oslo 
Accords 1993/1995, Clinton Parameters on December 
23, 2000, Saudi Arabia’s Arab Peace Initiative 
(adopted by the Arab League on March 28, 2002), the 
Quartet’s April 30, 2003, “A Performance-Based 
Roadmap to a Permanent Two-State Solution to the 
Israeli-Palestinian Conflict”, Geneva Accord in 
December 2003, Annapolis Conference on November 
27, 2007, George J. Mitchell Jnr-led peace talks (2009-
2011), and John Kerry-led peace talks (2013-2014) 
promoted the two-state proposal (see Walles n.d.; 
Baker, 2017; Chapanerkar, 2019).  
 
Proponents of the classic two-state model (which 
requires that Israel and the Palestinians make 
concessions in terms of land swap) strongly believe 
the solution will be of great benefit to the Jews and the 
Palestinian Arabs. The plan, if implemented, will be a 
dream come true for the Jews and the Palestinian 
Arabs who long for a sovereign state with well-
demarcated and internationally recognised boundary 
in historic Palestine. Under the two-state solution, 
their ethnic and religious identity as Jews and 
Arabs/Muslims will be preserved. However, this 
solution has its own disadvantages. The Palestinian 
State the Palestinian Arabs are eager to create will 
consist of the West Bank and Gaza Strip, and East 
Jerusalem as its capital. The problem here, is that, the 
occupied West Bank and East Jerusalem have been 
perforated by Israel with ‘irreversible’ and ‘illegal’ 
settlement blocs under its firm control, thus leaving the 
Palestinians with an amorphous and disconnected land 
on which to found what will be a microstate.  




Secondly, if the Palestinian State is created eventually, 
the movement of Palestinians from the West Bank to 
Gaza Strip vice versa will be impossible without 
crossing the territory of Israel. Connecting both 
territories can only be by road or railway (Maltz, 
2019), or a tunnel underneath Israeli territory as 
portrayed in the conceptual map of President Trump’s 
2017 Middle East Peace Plan. This passage above or 
beneath Israeli territory can be used by Israel as a 
political weapon in the distant future. It can equally be 
used by Hamas to carry out attacks inside Israel. 
Another disadvantage of the mainstream two-state 
solution has to do with the status of Jerusalem. Israel 
claims the entirety of Jerusalem as its capital while the 
Palestinians claim East Jerusalem, which will be the 
capital of the soon-to-be Palestinian State (USA 
Today, 2017). Following President Trump’s 
recognition of Jerusalem as the state capital of Israel 
in December 2017, the partitioning of the Holy Land 
according to the former U.S. president, was “off the 
table” (Al Jazeera, 2018). But to the Palestinians, 
creating the Palestinian State without East Jerusalem 
where the third holiest site in Islam is located, is not 
an option. In other words, Jerusalem will be divided, 
except a historic compromise is made. 
Fourthly is the problem of evacuating and resettling 
hundreds of thousands of Israelis and Palestinians. 
“When looking at the two-state solution for Israel and 
Palestine, the evacuation required to meet the expected 
obligations would be about 100,000 people [or more]. 
That means the direct cost would exceed $30 billion. 
New construction would be necessary, which would 
then have an immediate impact on real estate pricing 
throughout the country. The socioeconomic 
implications of such an event are far-reaching and 
profound.” (Regoli, 2019) 
The fifth disadvantage is the existential threat Israel 
will face from a contiguous Palestinian State. We will 
recall now that when Israel unilaterally withdrew its 
troops and settlers from the Gaza Strip in 2005, Hamas 
gained control over the territory in 2007, and to date, 
it occasionally rain down rockets on Israel from the 
Gaza Strip (Dahl, 2017). If the militants do not 
reconsider before the creation of the Palestinian State, 
these deadly attacks will continue until the Jewish 
State and its people are destroyed, as the goal of 
eliminating the Jews in a violent manner is clearly 
stated in Article 13 of Hamas Covenant, which was 
issued on August 18, 1988. The said Article states that 
“[t]here is no solution for the Palestinian question 
except through Jihad [holy war].” (Arwagman, 2015)  
Finally, yet importantly, is the Palestinian refugees 
and their offspring demand for “right of return”. It is 
on record that hundreds of thousands of Palestinians 
fled or were forced out of their land in 1948 by Israeli 
forces. In the two-state solution, the Palestinian 
refugees’ hope of returning one day to the land they 
vacated will be impossible as the Jewish and 
Palestinian people will be confined to the 
internationally recognised boundary of their 
independent state. 
Many years has passed since the two-state solution 
was initiated or backed by the UN, EU, Arab League, 
U.S., UK, Russia etc. But the solution is yet to be 
adopted owing to the impasse in past negotiations. 
Thus, many critics of the two-state panacea are of the 
view that the ‘pipe dream’ is long dead. Though the 
two-state solution is still fighting for its life, some 
Palestinians have lost faith in a negotiated two-state 
solution, and have joined the growing number of 
Americans and Israelis that are calling for a one-state 
solution.  




The one-state solution, which suggests the creation of 
a ‘bi-national state’ such as Belgium, is the alternative 
plan being considered by some Israelis, Palestinians as 
well as world leaders if the two-state solution does not 
eventually materialise (Zanotti, 2008). Going by the 
plan, Israel is to annex the West Bank (also known by 
its Biblical name: Judea and Samaria) alone or to form 
a single, democratic and multi-faith state (Walles n.d.; 
Rees, 2014; USA Today, 2017; Beauchamp, 2018). 
The single-state solution will surely be a political 
marriage e.g. an Israeli-Palestinian Federation where 
power is constitutionally shared between the federal 
government at the centre and the autonomous 
component units or an Israeli-Palestinian 
Confederation – a loose political union with a weak 
centre and strong component parts.  
The one-staters argue that both the Palestinians and the 
Jews will have a common heritage of an undivided 
Jerusalem. Secondly, there will be no need for national 
borders between Israel and the Palestinian people as 
the case will be if the two-state plan is adopted. 
Thirdly, they will have a bigger and stronger economy 
together, interconnected infrastructure, shared water 
resource from aquifers in the West Bank etc. But a bi-
national state is fraught with problems.  
The first of the cons has to do with demography. 
Presently, the Palestinians put together outnumber the 
Jews. Thus in the democratic bi-national state, the 
Jews will become the minority group while the 
Palestinians, the majority group. This soon-to-be 
reality, if the plan is adopted, buries completely the 
idea of a Jewish State with a Jewish majority 
population as envisioned by Zionists such as Theodor 
Herzl in his pamphlet The Jewish State (1896). In the 
long run, there will be the majority-minority 
population politics which may lead to a civil war or the 
dissolution of the bi-national state.  
Secondly is Palestinian citizenship and rights in the bi-
national state. The one-state blueprint calls on Israel to 
grant full citizenship and equal rights to Palestinians. 
But at the moment, not all Israelis are in support of 
granting Palestinians full citizenship/equal rights. 
Thus the one-state solution, if implemented 
eventually, may lead to Palestinians being reduced to 
second-class citizens as it was with the majority Black 
South Africans who were racially discriminated 
against by the white minority, denied equal rights, and 
were made to live in Bantustans in Apartheid South 
Africa (1948-1994) (USA Today, 2017).  
Lastly is the “right of return” of Palestinian refugees. 
Israel presently is not a fan of the idea of Palestinian 
refugees or their descendants returning to the land they 
once occupied prior to 1948. The Palestinian refugees, 
who have multiplied into millions over the years will 
not only create the problem of resettling the Israelis 
currently living on their land, but will populate the 
country, to the advantage of Palestinians.  
Conclusion 
The Israeli-Palestinian conflict over the disputed land 
‘Palestine’ remains a conflict no one knows for sure 
when it will come to an end. Thus far, the two warring 
parties have not been able to resolve the land dispute 
either violently or peacefully at the negotiating table. 
This is not to say that there is no political solution to 
the protracted Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Ideally, the 
two-state solution is the way forward. However, this 
solution, which looks good on paper, is fast becoming 
unachievable owing to Israel’s ‘immutable’ 
settlements building in the occupied West Bank and 
East Jerusalem, which the Palestinians hope to 




establish a viable Palestinian State on, some day. This 
leaves the Palestinian Arabs with the reality of a one-
state solution. But the infra dignitatem they may 
experience in the proposed ‘bi-national state’ is 
worrisome. If eventually they are accorded equal 
rights with Israelis, a majority Palestinian population 
automatically kills the Zionists’ ideology of an Israeli 
State with predominantly Jewish people. Concisely, 
the solution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is neither 
the two nor one-state plan. Obviously, the facts on 
ground in Palestine have made the two-state paradigm 
a mirage while the one-state model obliterates the core 
aspiration of Israelis and Palestinians.  
. 
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